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LETTER OF SUBMITTAL 





Unirep STATES SENATE, 
PREPAREDNESS INVESTIGATING SURCOMMITTER, 
Jan uary 9, 1956 
Hon. Ricuarp B. Russe.u, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. Cuarrman: There is submitted herewith the fifth 
report of the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee created by 
action of the commuttes on March 28, 1955, under the authority of 
Senate Resolution 72, 84th Congress. 

This report de ‘monstrates the unfortunate sequence of events that 
results from careless planning of military requirements. The Anti- 
aircraft Command was constructing Nike sites throughout the United 
States. Army policy required troop occupation of the sites as soon 
as the operational construction was completed whether the permanent 
troop housing was completed or not. The units were authorized to 
utilize Jamesway tents in the interim period. 

The 35th Antiaircraft Brigade (which had the responsibility for the 
protection against hostile aircraft attack of the areas around Washing- 
ton, D. C., Baltimore, Norfolk, and Philadelphia) overestimated their 
tent requirements. As a result, at the Army post visited by the 
subcommittee staff, tents were found unused, lying in open storage. 

The procurement officials in the Department of the Army had no 
knowledge as to the almost complete lack of utilization of these tents. 
Therefore, procurement of additional Jamesway tents would probably 
have taken place in order to repay the war reserve stocks of this item 
from which they had been borrowed. 

The subcommittee intends to pursue any future instances where 
investigation reveals that the Military Establishment has originated 
requirements which are not essential to our defense effort but merely 
result in a waste of precious defense dollars. 

Numerous other inquiries are being conducted by the subcommittee, 
the results of which will be transmitted to you as rapidly as they are 
completed. 

Respectfully, 
Lynpon B. Jonnson, 
Chairman, Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee. 


Vv 











LACK OF USE OF MILITARY PROPERTY AND THE COST TO 
THE GOVERNMENT OF OVERESTIMATING MILITARY 
REQUIREMENTS 


I. INTRODUCTION 


This report deals with military waste and inefficiency. They are 
not new problems in the Department of Defense and are continuing 
problems of real significance to the American taxpayer. 

No simpler or safer way to cut the heavy burden of our defense 
expenditures can be found than by eliminating internal waste and 
inefficiency. Early in the history of this subcommittee and consist- 
entlythereafter the concept of ‘‘cost consciousness”’ has been developed 
and brought forcibly to the attention of the Military Establishment. 
(See reports of the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee, 82d 
Cong., Ist sess., Nos. 31, 34, and 36.) It was recognized then, as 
it is now, that in an operation involving the expenditure of many 
billions of dollars and the procurement, use, and disposal of almost 
limitless items of equipment and weapons, waste could be avoided or 
minimized only by the constant efforts of every person in the Armed 
Forces. The military department heads accepted the concept of 
cost consciousness and recognized that it was a duty they owed the 
American public, to instill in every officer, enlisted man, and civilian 
the determination to avoid waste in any form. 

At least some of the services, and specifically the Army, were so 
completely in agreement with the subcommittee’s concept of cost 
consciousness that it was made a factor for measuring an officer’s 
performance in the periodic efficiency ratings employed by the 
services. 

The evidence disclosed in this report, if the incident is typical, 
reflects a deplorable laxness in the current practice of cost conscious- 
ness in the Army. A substantial quantity of expensive tentage was 
loosely requisitioned, and carelessly neglected long after the using 
organizations knew, or should have known, that the anticipated need 
for the equipment no longer existed. 


II. Foreworp 


In July 1955, members of the staff of the Preparedness Investi- 
gating Subcommittee were at Fort George G. Meade, Md., in con- 
nection with certain inquiries the subcommittee had authorized. 
While the staff members were at the fort, they observed a number of 
Jamesway tents! lying unused in open storage. It was found that the 
tents had been earmarked for use by units under the command of the 
35th Antiaircraft Brigade. Upon inquiry, it was learned that the 
tents had been on hand unused for more than 5 months. Subse- 





1 The Jamesway tents entered the Army supply system in 1948 as a new type general-purpose tent de- 
signed to — 6 men normally and 8 in emergency. It is an insulated, frame-type structure, 16 by 16 feet 
equipped with wooden floors and is essentially for use in cold climates. 
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quently, the investigators were directed to commence an inquiry in 
order to find out why such valuable property was left in open storage. 

The Jamesway tents are an expensive item. The last time (19: 52) 
the Army pure ‘hased these tents the ‘vy cost $1,720.70 each. 


Ill. JAMesway TENTS FOR THE 35TH ANTIAIRCRAFT BRIGADE 


The Antiaircraft Command Headquarters (Ent Air Force Base, 
Colo.) in early October 1954 directed the various brigades in the United 
States to compute their additional requirements of Jamesway tents 
to be used pending completion of permanent quarters then under con- 
struction. This was in connection with an Army program which was 
then in progress involving the establishment of various nike? sites 
throughout the continental United States. Upon receipt of the direc- 
tive from the Antiaircraft Command Headquarters, on October 8, 
1954, the 35th Brigade responded that they would need 1,167 James- 
way tents. The brigade explained that they had arrived at these 
figures on the basis of the following formula: 136 were required for 
each battalion; there were 9 battalions in the brigade and the brigade 
had 57 tents on hand resulting in a need for 1,167 to complete their 
full requirement of 1,224 tents. 

When these figures were received at the antiaircraft headquarters 
on October 14, 1954, the brigade was immediately notified that the 
estimates submitted were too high. The 35th Brigade was directed 
to recompute its figures and to base its estimate on an alert crew 
basis or the so-called minimum manning concept. 

Following the receipt of this directive from the headquarters com- 
mand, on October 25, 1954, the brigade resubmitted an estimate for 
421 tents. Under this latter formula a requirement of 52 tents per 
battalion was used rather than the previously submitted figure of 136 
per battalion. The subcommittee believes 421, instead of 411, were 
ordered because of a mathematical error. 

On November 18, 1954, even though the 35th Brigade had by 
directive amended its request, a brigade message was transmitted to 
the Antiaircraft Command Headquarters reflecting dissatisfaction 
with the new computation. The message advised that in the opinion 
of the 35th Brigade they would require 136 per battalion as originally 
submitted. Making allowances for the tents which the 35th Brigade 
had on hand, they requested an additional 1,195 tents.® 

On November 29, 1954, Brig. Gen. Tom V. Stayton, who was 
then the commanding general of the 35th Brigade, sent a personal 
message to command headquarters in which he reiterated the urgency 
of his need for tents based upon his request of November 18. In 
this message, he pointed out his disagreement with the alert crew 
manning concept as it applied to his command and the urgency of 
his requirements for 136 Jamesway tents for each battalion. 

Upon receipt of this message from General Stayton, the Antiaircraft 
Command directed Col. Ervin H. Shumate to conduct an on-the-spot 
survey of tent requirements for the 35th Brigade. 

During the survey Colonel Shumate discussed the tent require- 
ments with General Stayton on a unit-by-unit basis. He was informed 

2 Nike is a surface-to-air guided missile for shooting down hostile aircraft. At the sites under construction, 
control and launching equipment is being installed which will locate and track the aircraft, launch the 
missile, and guide it to the target. 


3’ The difference between the original 1,167 and the subsequent need for 1,195 has never been adequately 
explained to the subcommittee. 
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of General Stayton’s conclusions that the Nike sites in the 35th 
Brigade had to be manned on a full 100 percent personnel strength 
basis. On the basis of a full manning strength Colonel Shumate 
recommended that the 35th Brigade be authorized a total of 1,224 
tents. 

Colonel Shumate conveyed his agreement with the position of 
General Stayton in a telephone call to AAC headquarters on Decem- 
ber 2, 1954. 

Following the receipt of the message from Colonel Shumate, the 
Antiaircraft Command Headquarters asked the Department of the 
Army to provide an additional 774 Jamesway tents for the 35th AAA 
Brigade to meet their total requirement for 1,224 tents. This action 
was based on Colonel Shumate’s resurvey and recommendations 

On December 14, 1954, the Department of the Army granted the 
additional authorization requested by the 35th AAA Brigade. Im- 
mediately, the Quartermaster General ordered the release of 774 tents 
from the San Antonio General Depot, San Antonio, Tex. The tents 
ultimately arrived at their destination about February 1, 1955. 

The additional authorization of 774 tents requested by General 
Stayton represented an outlay of $1,331,821.80 in cost of tents alone. 
The total value of the 1,195 tents requested by and made available 
for use of the 35th AAA Brigade amounted to $2,056,236.50. 


IV. Farture To Use Tents By THe 357TH ANTIAIRCRAFT BRIGADE 
During the course of the investigation, it was learned that the 1,195 


tents requested by the 35th Brigade had been delivered to the follow- 
ing military installations: 


Fort Story, Va_------ “ : 4 136 
Fort Monroe, Va_---- ee 136 
Fort George G. Meade, Md____-.---.-------- 5 250—( 438) 
gE Sh rr re ais ; 111 
Army Chemical Center, Edgewood, Md_ -_- , 5 188 
Philadelphia Quartermaster Depot. --- - -- 374 


5 The tents marked for the Army Chemical Center at Edgewood, Md., were refused by the commanding 
general at that installation. Immediately the tents were rerouted for delivery to Fort Meade. The gen- 
eral’s refusal was based presumably on a failure to notify him that he was to be logistically responsible 
for an antiaircraft battalion near his installation. Other facts concerning the attempted delivery of 188 
tents are set forth on p. 7 hereinafter. 


Nearly all of the 438 tents arriving at Fort Meade were stored in 
the identical location where they were unloaded after delivery. It 
is to be borne in mind that few, if any, of the 438 tents had been put 
to a single day’s use to house troops. 

The Fort Meade quartermaster officer, upon receipt of the tents, 
in early February 1955, communicated with the appropriate officials 
of the 35th Brigade and advised them that the tents had arrived and 
should be claimed by the brigade. He was informed that the 35th 
Brigade had no present need for tents. The subcommittee wonders 
what happened to the urgent requirement of December 3, 1954? 

The subcommittee’s investigation revealed that the quartermaster’s 
office at Fort Belvoir, Va., encountered the same reluctance on the 
part of antiaircraft personnel to accept the tents. The tents were 
delivered at Fort Belvoir for the 7ist AAA Battalion (35th Brigade) 
on February 7, 1955. Arrangements were made to effect immediate 


4 This was an exception to the established policy of the Department of the Army. The policy of the 
Department of the Army had been to man the sites on an alert crew basis only. 
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delivery to the battalion. The quartermaster officer was requested to 
suspend delivery. This the quartermaster officer declined to do. So 
the tents were delivered and it was necessary to store the tents in the 
battalion motor pool inasmuch as that was the only available storage 
area. Five months after delivery (July 1955) only 24 of the 111 so- 
called urgently needed tents had been used 

At Fort Story and Fort Monroe, Va., 272 tents were delivered in 
February 1955 for use by the 38th and 56th AAA Battalions (35th 
Brigade). During the investigation the ahah Brigade admitted that 
not a single one of these tents had been used. 

A substantial number of thése tents shipped to the Philadelphia 
QM Depot were apparently utilized. 


V. REASONS FOR THE TENTS Not Breina Usep 


The subcommittee staff made an exhaustive review of the informa- 
tion received during its investigation in an effort to uncover the reasons 
why the tents were not used. 

(a) A review of the conditions existing as of October 8, 1954, when the 
orginal requirement for 1,224 tents was established by the 35th AAA 
Brigade.—As previously mentioned, the Department of the Army 
had laid down a policy to man the Nike sites as soon as the operational 
facilities had been completed from a construction standpoint. It was 
contemplated that permanent housing would be delayed for a period 
up to 90 days thereafter and the need for tents arose to provide 
housing during this interim period. Therefore, the subcommittee 
obtained from the Corps of Engineers the construction schedules for 
the operational] facilities and the permanent housing. These schedules 
had been furnished to the 35th Brigade. They reflected the best 
information available as to completion of both phases of construction. 
In conjunction with these schedules General Stayton applied a formula 
that called for 136 tents for each of 9 Nike battalions. Each battalion 
was comprised of four batteries. A single battery was to man a single 
Nike site. Broken down this meant that 34 Jamesway tents were 
requested for each battery at each Nike site. This would provide 
sufficient tents for manning on a full-strength basis, rather than on the 
eee ean concept adopted by the Antiaircraft Command 
and approved by the Department of the Army. 

The following discrepancies were revealed upon an examination of 
the construction schedule (see exhibit <A): 

(1) Without apparent reason 34 Jamesway tents were ordered for 
the Nike site located at the Army Chemical Center, Edgewood, Md. 
The construction schedule clearly reflected that no housing was 
required. The troops were to be permanently housed in quarters 
already available on the premises of the Army Chemical Center, 
Edgewood. Md., a permanent Army installation. 

(2) Fort Story, Va., is sled a& permanent military installation. 
There were 34 Jamesway tents ordered for use at the Nike site located 
thereon. Once again no housing or administrative facilities were 
required, because the troops were to be permanently assigned to 
available quarters already in existence. The Corps of Engineers 
said that the housing data shown for Fort Story, Va., applied only 
to the construction of two alert-crew buildings. Therefore, if there 
was a need for tents at this site it would have been for a relatively 
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small number to suffice until the two alert-crew buildings were 
completed. 

(3) For some unknown reason, 136 Jamesway tents were ordered 
for 3 sites located at Rose Valley, Pa.; Moorestown, N. J.; and Bryn 
Mawr, Pa. The construction schedule shows that they were in the 
“second increment.’”’ The Corps of Engineers advised that the second 
increment meant that no construction contract had been let and that 
no action had been taken regarding these sites beyond the planning 
stage. To demonstrate more vividly the lack of a requirement for 
tents at these sites, it should be pointed out that a construction con- 
tract was not entered into until after September 15, 1955, and com- 
pletion of the operational facilities is not scheduled until October 
1956. Permanent housing will be completed prior to October 1956, 
according to the schedule. 

(4) It would appear that the 35th AAA Brigade had little confidence 
in the construction schedules furnished them by the Corps of Engi- 
neers. Despite the fact that permanent housing was scheduled for 
completion at the same time that the construction facilities were to be 
completed at Camp Patrick Henry, Va.; Isle of Wight, Va.; Granite, 
Md.; Davidsonville, Md.; Fork, Md.; and Tolchester, Md., the 35th 
AAA Brigade ordered 2 238 tents for these sites. 

Therefore, it seems quite conclusive that General Stayton, in making 
his initial request for tents, had ordered excessive quantities for some 
of the Nike sites under his command. 

(6) Conditions existing as of February 1, 1955, when delivery of the 
tents was consummated (see exhibit B).—-The estimated construction 
schedule as of February 1, 1955, reveals that the operational facilities 
at Camp Patrick Henry and the Isle of Wight, Va., were then 2 weeks 
ahead of the schedules, and that permanent housing was lagging 2 
weeks. Therefore, at Camp Patrick Henry and the Isle of Wight, 
tents would have been needed for a period of 4 weeks. 

At Granite, Md., the February 1, 1955, schedule reflected that the 
operational facilities would be completed about March 15, and perma- 
nent housing would not be available until April 4, 1955. Therefore, 
tents would have been needed for a period of 20 days. 

At Davidsonville, Md., according to the February 1, 1955, schedule, 
construction of the operational facilities would be completed on April 
1, 1955, and the permanent housing construction would be completed 
on April 4, 1955. Therefore, tents would have been needed for a 
period of 3 days. 

At the other two sites, Fork and Tolchester, Md., permanent housing 
was scheduled to precede completion of the operational facilities as of 
February 1, 1955; hence no tents would be required. 

To sum up, the subcommittee believes: 

When General Stayton, in October 1954, notified the Antiaireraft 
Command that he needed tents at Edgewood, Md.; Rose Valley, Pa., 
Bryn Mawr, Pa., Moorestown, N. J., and Ft. Story, Va., he was in 
error. 

When Colonel Shumate agreed with General Stayton that there 
was a requirement for tents at these installations he was also in error. 

When the tents were delivered in February 1955, there was still 
no requirement for them at the above-listed locations. 

(c) The committee’s analysis of why the tents were not used.—Shortly 
after the committee’s investigation was undertaken in July 1955, the 
overall reasons for the nonuse of the tents became apparent. The 
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Department of Army’s policy of occupying the Nike sites with troops 
as soon as construction of the operational facilities were finished was 
for all practical purposes completely ignored. 

Of the 36 Nike sites under the command of the 35th Brigade, we 
found that only 1 site at Davidsonville, Md., was occupied in con- 
formance with this policy. At Richboro, Pa.; Edgemont, Pa.; Fork, 
Md.; Diamond Rock, Pa.; Newportville, Pa.: and Laverne Heights, 
Pa.; troops were moved on to location within 1 week after completion 
of the operational facilities. 

In the case of the Nike site at Laytonsville, Md., the troops did 
not move in until 19 weeks after completion of the operational facili- 
ties construction work. Obviously, having waited this extended 
period of time to move in, permanent housing had been completed 
and there was no requirement for the tents. 

At 23 other Nike sites there was a delay of from 2 to 17 weeks be- 
tween completion of the operational facilities and the occupancy by 
the troops. Having ignored Army policy there was no requirement 
for tents at 15 of these sites because permanent housing was completed 
before the troops moved in. 

If the Department of Army’s policy had been followed, there would 
be little criticism concerning the requirement and use of the Jamesway 
tents. However, this was not done and the subcommittee feels com- 
pelled to be critical of the military personnel involved. The tents 
made available to the 35th AAA Brigade cost the Government over 
$2 million. Shipping charges alone exceeded $48,000 in transporting 
the 774 tents from the San Antonio Depot not to mention an unesti- 
mated additional expense of packing and shipping the balance of the 
tents from the other Army areas. 


VI. Tur Cost Princreites INVOLVED 


(a) Programed procurement.—The cost principles involved in this 
case fall into two categories: programed procurement and disregard 
for cost consciousness. 

During our investigation it was learned that the Quartermaster 
Corps found it necessary to remove stocks from their mobilization or 
wartime reserves to comply with the urgent request for the 774 
Jamesway tents. Army regulations provide that when the assets of 
a war reserve account are reduced, it is necessary to repay the account 
with the same item through additional procurement as soon as possible 
because of the calculated risk involved in borrowing from a war 
reserve account. 

In reviewing the procurement planned by the Quartermaster Corps 
for Jamesway tents during fiscal year 1956, it was ascertained that 
969 tents were shown as a programed requirement in the Quarter- 
master Corps supply and demand study. ‘This programing had been 
performed before the removal of the 774 tents had been recorded in 
the supply and demand study. 

It is clear that if the committee had not undertaken an investiga- 
tion into this matter, that procurement probably would have been 
initiated for approximately 1,743 tents at the current purchase price 
of $1,482 a unit. This would have cost the taxpayers $2,583,126. 

The committee believes that the Department of the Army should 
thoroughly reevaluate the present requirement for tents by the AAA 
Command and insure that the excess tents are processed immediately 
for return to the quartermaster depots to prevent procurement. 
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(b) Disregard for cost consciousness.—The Preparedness Investigat- 
ing Subcommittee has consistently emphasized the importance of cost- 
conscious principles and their adoption by the military departments. 

We believe that our fighting forces should have the best equipment 
that science and money can obtain. This does not, as a consequence, 
authorize careless or reckless spending of the taxpayers’ money. If 
defense dollars are spent without achieving an appreciable return in 
defense effort, then the money is fruitlessly expended. 

It was felt after this investigation was concluded that the following 
events demonstrated a disregard for these cost-conscious principles. 

(1) The ordering of excessive quantities of tents by the 35th AAA 
Brigade as of October 8, 1954. As previously pointed out, tents were 
ordered for the Army Chemical Center, Edgewood, Md., and Fort 
Story, Va., where permanent housing was already available. The 
requisitioning of 68 tents for the above 2 installations resulted in 
tentage valued at $117,007.60 being dispatched from the quarter- 
master depots, in addition to the freight and handling charges involved. 

(2) Failure on the part of General Stayton and Colonel Shumate to 
ascertain that there was not a need for tents at some of the sites on 
December 1 and 2, 1954, when they made a review on a unit-by-unit 
basis, which, when ultimately approved, resulted in an additional 
774 tents being authorized for the 35th Brigade. 

(3) The failure to notify the commanding general at the Army 
C catia al Center, Edgewood Arsenal, that he was to be logistically 
responsible for a Nike battalion in that area. As a consequence, the 
commanding general, without knowledge of his responsibilities, refused 
to accept delivery of the tents and had them rerouted, at additional 
cost, to Fort Meade, Md. 

(4) One hundred and eighty-eight tents were requisitioned for 
darn to the Army C hemical Center, Edgewood, Mud., for support 
of the battalion in that area, when only 136 were authorized. Ship- 
ping 52 tents more than were allegedly required meant that approxi- 
mately $89,476.40 worth of tentage had been shipped from Army 
depots by virtue of what was offic ially referred to as a small mistake 
or clerical error. 

(5) Another error was made in ordering 159 tents for the 738th 
AAA Battalion in Pennsylvania (35th Brigade) when only 136 were 
authorized. The shipment of 23 tents not authorized resulted in 
$39,576 worth of tentage being needlessly dispatched from the depot. 

(6) When delivery of the tents was accomplished around February 
1, 1955, there was an obligation and duty imposed on the 35th Brigade 
to take affirmative action. This action should have dictated a recom- 
putation of their requirements at that time in order to ascertain 
precisely the number of tents needed. This was not done. Instead, 
the tents were permitted to lie unused in open storage subject to the 
rapid deterioration from exposure to the elements. 

The Department of the Army, in a report to the committee, 
indicated that the 35th Brigade in March of 1955 reported that 188 
tents were excess to their needs. Even so, the 35th Brigade took no 
positive action at that time to return the tents to the Quartermaster 
Corps. It was not until July 7, 1955, that the first tents were returned 
to the Fort Meade Quartermaster. The 35th Brigade, in permitting 
tents to lie unused from March until July, with a certain knowledge 
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that they had no need for them, clearly demonstrates a disregard for 
valuable Government property. It exemplifies the continuing need 
for indoctrinating personnel throughout the military departments’ in 
cost consciousness. 

VII. Conciusions 


From the foregoing report, the subcommittee concludes: 

(a) An oversupply of tents resulted when the 35th Brigade’s tent 
requirements were computed on a full-strength basis. The original 
policy of the Department of the Army had been to man the sites on an 
alert crew basis. 

(6) A number of careless errors were made resulting in an over- 
estimate of the 35th Brigade’s requirements. 

(c) These miscalculations were compounded when Colonel Shumate, 
after a resurvey of the 35th Brigade requireme nts, concurred with 
General Stayton. 

(d) In a number of instances, tents were ordered when construction 
schedules clearly showed no housing was required. Further, numerous 
tents were ordered for immediate use at construction sites where actual 
construction was still in the planning stage. 

(e) When it became apparent that many of these tents were not 
needed, they were stored where convenient, exposed to the elements, 
and were not returned to the Quartermaster Corps for more than 5 
months thereafter. 

(f) Had the subcommittee not become interested in the situation, 
procurement of new tents would probably have been instituted—at a 
cost of $2% million to replenish among others those tents borrowed 
from a war reserve account. 

(g) The Department of Army’s policy to occupy the Nike sites as 
soon as they became operationally available was consistently violated. 

(h) A lack of cost consciousness was demonstrated. 


VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS 


The subcommittee recommends that: 

(1) The Secretary of the Army instruct all commands that require- 
ments shall be carefully screened, that no exaggeration or “puffing 
up” of military needs will be tolerated, and disciplinary action will 
be instituted against violators. 

(2) The Secretary of the Army advise the subcommittee of the 
current status and ultimate disposition of the tents involved in the 
original order of 1,195 tents by the 35th Brigade. 
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LX. Exuisits 


Exursit A.—Estimated completion of housing and operational facilities for Nike 
sites in Second aqme area as of Oct. 1, 1954 
Construction schedules 
Location 
Operational facilities Permanent housing 
Lorton, Va... Nov. 1, 1954 Feb. 23, 1055. 


Nansemond, Va. 
Fort Story, Va 
Mattawoman, Md... 
Sweetman, Va : 
Deep Creek, Va_- 
Camp Patrick Henry, Va-. 
Waldorf, Md_..----. 
Edgewood, Md_____. 
Laytonsville, Md 
Groom Station, Md 
Pomonkay, Md_.. 
Vienna, Va_. 
Rockville, Md 
Kempville, Va_- 
Grundland Point, Va 
Tabbs, Va ie 
Isle of Wight, Va 
Richboro, Pa_- 
Lumberton, N. J... 
Cockeysville, Md-- 
Granite, Md 
Newportville, Pa 
Fairview, Pa_. 
Eureka, Pa 
Marlton, N.J 
Edgemont, Pa : 
Davidsonville, Md-_- 
St. Margaret’s, Md 
Fork, Md__. 
Tolchester, Md 
Rose Valley, Pa-- 
Moorestown, N, J. 
Bryn Mawr, Pa. 
Diamond Rock, Pa 
Laverene Heights, Pa 


Feb. 15, 1955. 
Dec. 10, 1954. . 
Dec. 15, 1954. 
Nov. 18, 1954_. 
Jan. 15, 1955 
Apr. 1, 1955. - . 
Dec. 15, 1954. . 
Jan. 15, 1955 
Jan. 1, 1955 
Dee. 1, 1954 
Feb. 1, 1955. . 
Jan. 15, 1955 
.do b 
Feb. 2, 1955. - - 
Feb. 13, 1955. 
Feb. 4, 1955 
Apr. 1, 1955... 
Dec. 21, 1954- . 
Nov. 30, 1954. 
March 1955 
.do : 
Feb. 1, 1955 
Feb. 23, 1955 ‘ 
Dec. 31, 1954 s 
Nov. 30, 1954 
Feb. 23, 1955 
March 1955 
February 1955 
March 1955 
April 1955 
2d increment. 
.do 
do 
Feb. 23, 1955 
Jan. 29, 1955 


Mar. 1, 1955. 
Jan. 1, 1965 
Feb. 4, 1955 
Mar. 2, 1955. 
Mar 1, 1055. 
Apr. 1, 1955 
Jan. 26, 1955. 
No housing 
Mar. 30, 1955. 
Jan, 11, 1955 
Feb 15, 1955 
May 14, 1955 
Mar. 21, 195 
Mar. 1, 1955. 
Apr. 1, 1955 
Mar. 1, 1955. 
Apr. 1, 1955 
Not scheduled. 

Do 
March 1955 

Do 
Not scheduled 

Do 

Do 

Do 

Do 
March 1955 

Do. 

Do 
April 1955. 
Not scheduled. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
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Exuisit B.—Estimated completion of housing and operational facilities for Nike 
sites in Second Army area as of Feb. 1, 1955 


Construction schedules 


Location 





Operational facilities Permanent housing 

Lorton, Va Jan. 26, 1955 Apr. 15, 1955. 
Nansemond, Va Jan. 31, 1955 Mar. 1, 1955. 
Fort Story, Va Jan. 7, 1955 Feb. 1, 55. 
Mattawoman, Md Mar. 1, 1955 Apr. 15, 19% 
Sweetman, Va Feb. 3, 1955 Do 

Des p Creek, Va Feb. 25, 1955 Mar. 1, 1955. 
Camp Patrick Henry, Va Mar. 15, 1955 Apr. 15, 1955. 
Waldorf, Md Feb. 7, 1955 Do 
Edgewood, Md Mar. 15, 1955 No housing 
Laytonsville, Md Mar. 1, 1955 May 15, 1955. 
Groom Station, Md. Feb. 8, 1955 Apr. 1, 1955 
Pomonkay, Md Mar. 1, 1955 May 15, 1955, 
Vienna, Va Feb. 25, 1955 Do. 
Rockville, Md Mar. 1, 1955 Do. 
Kempville, Va Feb. 28, 1955 Mar. 1, 1955. 






Grundland Point, Va : Mar. 15, 1955 Apr. 15, 1 


Tabbs, Va Feb. 20, 195 Apr. 1, 1955. 
Isle of Wight, Va Mar. 15, 1955 Apr. 15, 1955. 
Richboro, Pa Feb. 28, 1955 Not scheduled. 
Lumberton, N. J ac Do. 
Cockeysville, Md Apr. 15, 1955 Apr. 4, 1955. 
Granite, Md Mar. 15, 1955 Do 
Newportville, Pa do Not scheduled, 
Fairview, Pa do Do. 
Eureka, Pa do Do 
Marlton, N. J Mar. 31, 1955 Do. 
Edgemont, Pa do Do 
Davidsonville, Md Apr. 1, 1955 Apr. 4, 1955 

St. Margaret’s, Md Apr. 15, 1955 May 4, 1955. 
Fork, Md Apr. 30, 1958 Apr. 4, 1955, 
Tolchester, Md May 15, 1955 Do. 

Rose V alley, Pa Not scheduled as of Sept. 15, 1955 
Moorestown, N. J Do 

Bryn Mawr, Pa Do 

Diamond Rock, Pa Apr. 10, 1955 | Not scheduled, 


Laverne Heights, Pa May 7, 1955 Do. 
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Exuisit C.—Actual completion date for the operational facilities and the perma- 
nent housing in the Second Army area together with the actual dates when troops 
occupied each site 


Delay in time 








Actual completion of between com 
Actual date pletion of 
Location a troops occu operational 
pied site facilities and 
Operational Permanent occupancy by 
facilities housing the troops 
u cokes 
Lorton, Va Jan. 26,1955 Apr. 1,1955 Mar 5 
Nansemond, Va Jan. 31,1955 | Mar. 1,1955 Feb. 4 
f Fort Story, Va . Jan. 7,1955 Feb. 1,1955 Jan 3 
: Mattawoman, Md Mar. 1,1955 | May 9,1955 May 2 11 
Sweetman, Va Feb. 3,1955 | Apr. 4,1955 May 12 
Deep Creek, Va_-- Feb. 25,1955 Mar. 20,1955 | Apr 6 
Camp Patrick Henry, Va. Mar. 15,1955 | Apr. 15,1955 | June : 13 
Waldorf, Md Feb. 7,1955 | Apr. 5,1955 Apr 8 
Edgewood, Md ; Mar. 15, 1955 () Jan 0 
Laytonsville, Md Mar. 1,1955 June 29,1955 | July 19 
; Groom Station, Md Feb. 81955 Apr. 1,1955 | Mar 6 
Pomonkay, Md_. Mar. 1,1955 | May 25,1955 | June 15, 1955 14 
Vienna, Va bl Feb. 25,1955 | Apr. 25, May 9%, 1955 W 
Rockville, Md__. 3 Mar. 1,1955 | May 24, July 11, 1955 17 
Kempville, Va_. Feb. 28,1955 Mar. 15, Apr. 2, 1955 4 
f Grundland Point, Va Mar, 15,1955 | Apr. 15,1955 | July 15, 1055 16 
i Tabbs, Va_- Feb. 20,1955 | Apr. 1,1955 | May 27, 1955 13 
§ Isle of Wight, Va__-- Mar. 15,1955 | Apr. 15,1955 | June 20, 1955 13 
j Richboro, Pa ™ . Feb. 15,1955 Oct. 15, 1955 Feb. 24, 1955 l 
Lumberton, N. J_... ; Feb. 1,1955 | Oct. 21,1955 Mar. 17, 1955 t 
' Cockeysville, Md__-- May 10,1955 | May 15,1955 | May 26, 1055 2 
Granite, Md lignans Mar. 15,1955 | May 11,1955 | May 10, 1955 7 
Newportville, Pa_._... Apr. 14,1955 | Oct. 15,1955 | Apr. 19, 1955 ] 
Fairview, Pa ‘ Mar. 14,1955 | Nov. 14,1955 Apr 7, 1955 ; 
Eureka, Pa- -.-. .do Nov. 22,1955 | May 26, 1955 ” 
Marlton, N. J_.. May 13,1955 | Oct. 15, 1955 Aug. 4, 1955 11 
Edgemont, Pa Apr. 28,1955 | Dec. 31,1955 | May 3, 1955 1 
Davidsonville, Md June 10,1955 May 15,1955 June 10, 1955 0 
St. Margarets, Md May 10,1955 | July 10,1955 June 30, 1955 7 
Fork, Md .| June 10,1955 | May 1,1955 | June 16, 1955 l 
Tolchester, Md-. Oct. 15,1955 July 1, 1955 (2) 
Rose Valley, Pa ; : (3) Oct. 15,1956 | Sept. 15, 1956 } 
; Moorestown, N, J (3) .do ; do 4 
Bryn Mawr, Pa * (3) do do 
, Laverne Heights, Pa | May 7,1955 | Apr. 29,1955 | Oct. 15, 1955 
Diamond Rock, Pa Apr. 10,1955 | Apr. 28,1955 | Nov. 1, 1955 


1 No housing. 

2 Not yet occupied. 

3 Not scheduled. 

4 Scheduled occupancy. 
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